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An Anfwer to Four Papers of Mr. Hobs, lately Publijhtd in the 
Months of Auguftjflfl^ thisprefnt September, 1571. 

In the former part of his fir ft Paper j 

B Y reafonof a Propofition of Dr. Wallis (Prop. 1, Cap. f , De 
Motu) to this purpofe ("for he doth not repeat it Ver¬ 
batim :) If there he fuppofed a row of Quantities infinitely many , in- 
creafing according to the natural Order of Numbers, 1,2,3,&c.or ^ eir 
^0«w,i,4,9,(3:c. or their Cubes^ifi^j.&c. whereof the lafl is 
given. It will be a row of as many,equal to the lafl,in the firfl cafe , as 
1 to a $ in the fecond cafe, as i to 3 , in the third , 1 ro 4, &c» 

(Where all that is affirmed, is but^ If we SVPPOSE That ; 
Tfo/ Follow. Which Confequeoce Mr.Hobs doth not deny: 
and therefore all that he faith to it,is but Cavilling.) 

Mz.Hobs moves thefe Queftions,(and propofeth them to the 
J(oyal Society ,to pafs a judgment on them.) 1.Whether there can 
be underflood (he ffiould rather have faid ,fuppofed) an infinite row 
of Quantities jwbereofthe lafl can be given. 2.Whether a Finite Quan¬ 
tity can be divided into an Infinite Number of leffer Quantities, or a 
Finite quantity conftfl of an Infinite Number of Parts. 3. Whether 
there be any Quantity greater than Infinite, 4. Whether there be any 
Finite Magnitude of which there is no Center of Gravity. 5. Whether 
there be any Number Infinite. 6 .Whether the Arithmetic f oflnfinites 
be of any ufefor the confirming or confuting any DoUrine. 

For anfwer. In general, l fay, 1, Whether thofe things Be or 
Be not i yea,whether they Can or Cannot be s the Propofition is 
not at all concerned, ("which affirms nothing either way 5) but, 
whether they can be fippofed,or made the fuppoption, in a condi¬ 
tional Propofition. As when I fay, If Mr. Hobs were a Mathe¬ 
matician Jie would argue otherwife s I do not affirm that either he 
is y or ever was, or will be fuch. I only fay (upon fuppofitionj If 
he were, what he is not; he would not do as he doth* 2. Many 
of thefe Qucere's have nothing to do with the Propofi.ion: For 
it hash not one word concerning Gravity,or Center of Gravity , or 
Greater than Infinite. 3* That ufually in Euclide, and all after 
him, by Infinite is meant but. More than any affignable Finite , 
though not Abfolutely Infinite,or the greateft pcffible. 4.Nor 
do they mean, when Infinites are propofed, that they ffiould 
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actually Be, or be ptffible to be performed > but only, that they be 
fuppofed. (It being ufual with them, upon f'uppojition of things 
impojjible, to inferufeful Truths.) And Eutlidc (in his fecond 
Vojlulate) requiring, the producing a (height line Infinitely , either 
way j did net mean,that it Ihould be aUually perfoimed, (for it is 
not poflible for any man to produce a ftreight line Infinitely*) 
butjthac it be fuppofed. And if AB * b z fuppofed fo 
+Seen»f.i. produced,though but one way ; its length muft be 
w *' fuppofed to become Infinite (or more than any Finite 

length ajfignable-') For,if but Finite, a Finite production would 
ferve. But,if lo produced both ways ; it will be yet Greater, 
that is, Greater than that Infinite, or Greater than was neceffary 
to make it more than any Finite length afsignable. (And who¬ 
ever doth thus fuppofe Infinites j muft confequently fuppofe,One 
Infinite greater than mother.) Again, when (by Euclide’s tenth 
Propofiuon) the fame AB*, may btBifeUedm M. 

*Sje&i.i. an( j eac j ) q £ t he halves in w, and fo onwards, In¬ 
finitely: it is not his meaning (when luch continual 
feftion is propofed) that it Ihould be aUually done, (for, who 
can do it?) but that it be fuppofed. And upon luch (fuppofed) 
leCtion infinitely continued, the parts muft be ( fuppofed) infinitely 
many, for no Finite number of parts would luffice for Infinite 
fe<ft;ons. And if further, the fame A B fo divided , be fuppofed 
the fide of a Triangle ABC *; and,from each point 
ofdivifion, fuppofed\iaes (as me. Me, See.) parallel 

M ‘ * to BC; thefe parallels (reckoning downward from 

A to BC) muft confequently be (fuppofed) infinitely many * and 
thofe,in Arithmeticalprogreffm , as 1, 2, g,8cc* each exceeding 
its Antecedent as much as that exceeds the next before it» ) 
whereof the lafi (BC) is given: (and their Squares, as 1,4, 9, 
&c. their Cubes,as i,8,27,&c.) And this I fay, to fhew that the 
fttppofition of Infinites ("with thefe attendants) is not fo new, or 
fo peculiar to Cav alter ius or Dr. Wallis, but that Euclide admits 
it, and all Mathematicians with him j as at leaft fuppofable, whe¬ 
ther Poflible or not. 

In particular, therefore, to his Quire's, I anfwer, i.There 
may be fuppofed a row of Quantities Infinitely many , and con¬ 
tinually increajing, ("as the iuppofed parallels in the Triangle 
ABC, reckoning downwards from Ato BC ,) whereof the laft 
(BC ) is given* 2* A Finite Quantity (as AB) may be fuppofed 
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("by fuch continual Bifedtions) divifible into a number of parts 
Infinitely many (dr,more than any Finite number afsignable:) 
For there is no ftint beyond which fuch divifion may not be 
to be continued 5 (for ftill the laft, how fmall foever, 
will have two halves v) And, all thofe Parts were in the Undi¬ 
vided whole; (elfe,where ihould they be had ? ) 5, Of fuppofed 
Infinites,one may be fieppofed greater than another ; As a t fup' 
^oyWjinfiuite number of Men, may be fuppofed to have a Greater 
number of eyes. 4. A furface, or folid, may be fuppofed fo 
Constituted, as to be Infinitely Long, but finitely Great , (the 
Breadth continually Decreafing in greater proportion than the 
Length Increafeth,) and fo as to have no Center of Gravity . Such 
is Toricellio's Solidum Hyperbolicum acutum ; and others innu* 
merab!e,difcovered by Dr,^if/tt : Monfieur Fermat,and others. 
But to determine this,requires more of Geometry and Logic ^than 
Mr.Hobs is Mafter of, 5. There may b zfuppcpd a number 7 n- 
finite i that is, greater than any afsignable Finite; As the fup¬ 
pofed number of parts, arifing from a fuppofed Sedtion Infinitely 
continued. 6.There is therefore no reafon,on this account, why 
the Dodtrin of: Euc’ide s Cavalleriusy or Dr. Wallis , Ihould be re¬ 
jected as of no ule. 

But having folved thefe Quaere's , I have fome for Mr, Hobs 
to anfwer, which will not fo eafily be difpatched by him. For 
though Suppofed Infinites will ferve the Mathematicians well e- 
nough: yet, howfoever he pleafe to nrevaiicate (which, he 
Lith,is for bit Exercife,) Mr.Hobs himfel£ is more concerned than 
they,to folve luch Queere's. Let him ask himfelf therefore, if he 
be ftill of opinion, that there is no Argument in nature to prove , the 
World bad a Beginning : 1. Whether,in cafe it had not, there muft 
not havepaffedan Infinite number of years before Mr. Hobs was 
born. (For,if but Finite, how many foever,it muft have begun 
fo many years before.) 2. Whether,now, there have not pafled 
morei that is, more than that infinite number. 3. Whether, in that 
Infinite (or more than infinite) number of Tears, there have not 
been a Greater number of Days and Hours : and, of which hi¬ 
therto,^ lef ts given. 4. Whether,if this be an Abfurdity, we 
have not then (contrary to what Mr. Hobs would perfwadeus) 
an Argument in nature to pro vc,the world had a beginning. Nor are 
we beholden to MrAlobs for this Argument; for it was an Ar¬ 
gument in ufe before Mr .Robs was born. Nor can he ferve him- 
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felf (as the Mathematicians do) with (uppofed Infinites 5 For his 
Infinites, and more than Infinites of Years, Days, and Hours, 
already pajl, mu ft be Real Infinities, and which have usually ex- 
ijled^and whereof the lajl ugiven s (and yet there are more'to 
follow^ Mr.Hota fhall do wellifforhisExercile) to folve tbefe , 
before he propofe more Quart's of Infinites. And this I fay, to 
fliew that Mr. Mobs is, as much as any, concerned to folve the 
guicres by himfelf propofed. 


In the latter part of his firfi Paper , 

T |E gives us(out of his Pro/?. 5.)this Attempt of Squaring 

f~~| the Circle\ suppofe DT be ?DC 5 and DR a mean proportional 
between DC and DT t the Semidiameter DC will be equal to the 
gtuadrantal Arc KS,and DR. to TV. 

That the thjng-is falfe,is already fhewed in the Latin Confu* 
tation of his Eo[e turn, published in the Philofopkical Tran fall ion* 
iovjuly laft paft. 

As it is now in the Englilh; his Demonftration is peccant in 
fhefe words 5 ff0/.2.//«.3i,32j33.) Therefore— the Arc on TV, 
the Are on RS, the Arc on CA, cannot he in continual proportion 5 
(with all that follows:) There being no ground forfuch Confe* 
quence. 

And the thing is manifeft * 5 for fiuce that,by his conftrueftion, 
DC.CA.Arc on CA extended-4f ) are in the fame cantimal pro- 
DR. RS. Arc on RS extended — ^portion , of the Semidiameter 
DT.TV.Arcon TV extended-K- yo the Quadrantal Arc $ 

Let that proportion be what you will 3 fuppofe, as 
* c «tTai.u 1 to 2 5 and conlcquent!y,DC to CA being as 1 to 2, 
w “ it will be to the Arc on CA,as 1 to 4 : And by the 

fame reafon,DR to the Arc on RS, and DT to the Arc on TV, 
mult alfo be as 1 to 4: And therefore the Arcs on TV, on RS, 
onCAj that is,4 DT,4 DR,4 DC $ will be in the fame pro* 
portion to one another, as (their Angles) DT,DR,DC : But 
thefe (by conftru&lon) are in continual proportion y there¬ 
fore thole Arcs alfo,as they ought to be. Indeed,if (by chang¬ 
ing feme one of the terms) you deftroy (contrary to the Hy- 
pothefis) the continual proportion of DT,DR,DC,you will de¬ 
ftroy that of the Arcs alio (which are ftill proportional to 
.thefe:) but {0 long as DT, DR, DC, be in any continual pro¬ 
portion 




( 2345 ) 

portion (whether that by him afsigned or any other) thofe will 
be in the fame continual proportion with them. As if for DT, 
DR,DC, betaken Dt, Dr, DC, in any continual proportion 
(greater,lcfs,or equal to his ) the Arcs on tu ,on r/,on Ca, (ex¬ 
tended) will be in the fame continual proportion. 

But (which is the common fault of Mr. Hobs ’s Demonftrati- 
on)if this Dembnftration were good,it would ferve as well for 
any proportion as that for which he brings it. For if, inftead 
Off, he had faid, f, j, or what elfe he pleafed} the De- 
monftration had been juft as good as now it is, without chan¬ 
ging one fyllable: That is,it will equally prove the proportion 
of the Semidiameter to the Quadrantal Arc, to be, what you 
pleafe: As any may prefently fee, who doth but read over his 
Paper* 


In bis fecond Paper, 

H E pretends to confute a Theorem,which bath a longs time faffed 
for truths (and therefore doth no more concern Dr. 
Wallis ,than other men.) And 'tis this, The four (ides of a fjuarc 

being divided into any number of equal parts , for example, into i oo } 
andfreight lines drawn through the opgofite points, which will divide 
the Squares into ioo lefjir Squares : The received opinion (faith he) 
and which Dr.W allis commonly ufeth, is, that the Pont of thofe i oo, 
namely 10, is the fide of the whole Square. Which to confute, he 
tells us, The foot 10 is a number of Squares, whereof the whole con - 
tains ioo} and therefore the foot of too Squares is io of thofe 
Squares,and not the fide of any Square 3 becaufe the fide of a Square 
is not a Superficies, hut a Line. 

For An.f I fay,that ‘tis neither the opinion of Doctor Wallis , 
nor (that 1 knoWjof any other (fo far is it from being a fticei* 
v<d Opinion ,Mafter Flohs infinuates as fuel)) that 10 is the 
E.oot of 100 Squares (For furcly a Bare Number cannot be the 
fide of a Square Figure:) Nor yet (as Mafter Flohs would have 
it) that 10 Squares is the Root of 100 Squares: But that 10 
Lengths is the Root of 100 Squares. ’Tis true that the Number 
10 is the C.oot of the Number io®, but not, of a ico Squares : 
and,that ic Squares is the Root (not of lOOSquaresfvN) of 100 
Squared Squares: Like ss 10 Doufcn is the Root, not of ico 
Doufcn, but of ico Don fen doufcn, or Squares oj a Doufen, And,as, 

there 3 
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there,you mu ft multiply not only io into iQ,but Doufen into Don- 
Jett , to have the Square of to Don fen 3 fohereio into 10 ('which 
makes a 100) and Length into Length (which makes a Square) to 
obtain the Square of 10 Lengths^hich is therefore 100 Square/, 
and 10 Length the Rootor fide of it. But, fays he, the Root of 
100 Soldiers, is 10 Soldiers. Anfwer. No fach matter : For 100 
Soldiers isnoctheprodud' of 10 Soldiers into to Soldiers , but of 
lo Soldiers into th e Number 10; And therefore neither io,nor 10 
Soldiers, the Root of it. So 1 o Lengths into the Number 10,makes 
no Square, but 100 Lengths 3 but 10 Lengths into 10 Lengths 
makes (not 100 but) ioo$quares> 

So in all other proportions .• As, if the number of Lengths in 
the Square fide be 2 > the number of Squares in the Plain will be 
mice rrc>o,(becaufe there will be two rows of two in a row:) If 
the number of Lengths in the fide , be 3 3 the number of 
* See r*b 1 Squares in the Plain , will be 3 times 3, or the Square 
•». vi. vii.* of 3 : If that be 4,this will be 4 times 4: And fo in 
viu. ix. all other proportions. Of which, if any one doubt 
he may believe his own eyes *. 

And this Mr. Hobs might have been taught by-the next Car¬ 
penter (that knows but how to meafure a Foot of Board) who 
could have told him, that becaufe the fide of a Square Foot, is 
12 Inches in Length, the Plain of it will be 11 times 12 Inches in 
Squares : Becaufe there will be 1 2 Rows of 12 in a Row. 


His third Paper, 

W Hich came out juft as the Anfwer to the two former wa* 
going to the Prefs,contains,for fubftance,the fame with 
his fecond, and the Latter part of the firft: And fo needs no 
farther Anfwer. 

Only I cannot but take notice of his ufual trade of contra¬ 
dicting himfelf.His fecond Paper lays,The fidetf,a Square is not a 
Superficies, but a Line: His third fays the quite contrary, (Prop, 
i.) A Square root, ([peaking of Quantity) is not a Line , but a ReSl- 
angle. Other faults, falficies, and contradictions, there are a 
g: eat many. 

As for Inftance * He tells us firft. In the natural Row of Num¬ 
bers , as 1, ?, 3, 4, 5, 6, &C. every one is the Square of fome 
number in the fame Row ■ (that is, of fome Integer number 3 

which 
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which is notorioufly falfe*} This he contradicts in the very 
next words, But Square numbers [beginning at i)intermit firfltxvo 
numbersjhenfourjhenJix^igc 5 fo that mne of the intermitted num¬ 
bers is a Square numbergior hath any Square root * (If thefe inter¬ 
mitted numbers, between 1, 4, 9, 16, &c* be not Squares how 
is it that every one in the whole row is a Square, and that of forae 
Integer number }) But this again is contradicted propel, where 
aoo (one of fuch intermitted numbers) is made a. square, and 
14-4 the 7 ( 00 * of it* 

Again i in his Definition he tells us, that a Square foot multi¬ 
plied into it [elf produceth a Square; But (prop,7.) he mulciplieth 
the foot 14 j| (not into it felfjbut) into 14 (a part thereof,) to 
make 200, which he will have to be the Square of that Roor. 
Nor is it a meer flip of negligence in the computation, but his 
Rule direCts to it; Any number given is produced by the greatefl 
Root multiplied into it [ e/f t and into the remaining Fratlion. Where¬ 
of he gives this inftance: Let the number given be 200 Squares , 
the greatefl Root is 14-^ Squares (he ihould rather have faid 
Lengths 5 but that is a fmall fault with him ;) I fay, that 200 is 
equal to the produU of 14 into it [elf (which is 196',) together mtb 14 
multiplied into (which zs equal to 4:) that is 14- multiplied into 
14. But this calcalation is again contradicted in his third pro- 
pofitioHj where he calculates the fame Square otherwife, as we 
(hall fee by and by. In the mean time let’s conflder this alone, 
and fee the contradictions within it feif* His Rule bids us 
multiply the greatefl foot into it felffkc. This greatefl Root he fays 
isi4jf$ yet doth he not multiply this, but 14 (a part thereof ) 
into it [elf and into the Fratlion f. Aga in 5 if 14^ be the greatefl 
Root , what lhall be the remaining Fratlion} Doth he take the 
Root of 200 to be more than 14^ by fome further remaining 
Fratlion} If fo, he fhould have told us what that Fraction is 5 
for 4 it is nof,this being part of his greatefl foot 14^. But if 
we fhould allow (as I think we muft,) that by the greatefl foot 
he means fometimes 14^, fometimes 14, (that is, if we allow 
him to contradiCt himfelf,) yet how comes he by the Fraction 
,7? For, j~ is too much (thefquare of 14-being more then 200, 
as by multiplying 14-intoitfelf will appear 5) which deftroys 
his whole defign i for 14, multiplied into 14^, wilinotmake 
2CO,but 198 ; contrary to his rule* But further, it is fo grofs a 
m!ftake 3 to make 200 the Square of 14‘if, that every Apprentice 
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boy, (that can but multiply whole numbers, and fractions,) 
could have informed him better, who would firft have reduced 
the fr.adtion to finalier terms, putting 14* tor 1475, and then 
multiplying 14^ into it felf, would have fhew'd him, that the 
Square of 1475, thatis, 14-multiplied into it felf, is (not 200, 
blit) 204^. ur 

But the Root of aco, is the fa-id number 1072, which islefs 
than and bigger than 1477*. the Square of that 

147 being fomewhat more than 200 j and, of this, fome- 

£ 4 f what lefs 5 but either of them within an unite of 

56 it. 

14 But this fecond Propcfition, is (aslfaid) contra- 

4 didted by his third,which makes the Square of i4r to 

4 be 2 og 775,(by what computation, we fliall fee by and 

by 5 ) and then finds fault,that this and the former do 
"204-5 not agree. (But’tis no wonder they Ihould dtfagree, 
when both are falfe.) The fame Square (faith he9 cal¬ 
culated Geometrically^conjifleth (by Euclid*!. 4 ) of the fame numeral 
great Square 196, and of two Reel angles under the greatefl fide 14 
and the Remainder of thefide, and further of the Square of the lefs fig¬ 
ment 5 which altogether make 20075. (He might have learned to 
reckon better 5 but let us fee how he makes it out.) As ly the 
operation it felf (failh he) appearetb thus : The fide of the greater 
fegment is 14-75 (this was,buc now, the fide of the whole fquare, 
how comes it now to be but the fide of the greater Segment ? ) 
which multiplied unto it felf (faith he)mnkes 20c: (no,but 204-5: ) 
The produff; of 14 the greatefl Segment into the two TraUion-s 
— is 4, and that added to 196 masses 100 : (if by two fractions r * , 
he mean,as he ought by his Rule,the Fradfion 4 twice taken, or 
the double of it, it will be not 4, but 8, and this added to 196 
make 204; But all this he puts in his pocket, for it comes not 
into account at ail*) LafUyphe produft of into , or ~into ~ is 
f; which with the firft 200 makes 200 (But he forgets him; 

felf,for his lefler fegment was not but 75} he fheuid there; 

fore have laid ^ into f or f m/of,is 4 f.) His calculation there¬ 
fore fhould have been this •, The greater fegment is (not 14-^ 
butj *4 5 which multiplied into it felf makes (not 200, but ifS: 
The Redtangle of the greater fegment 14,into the leflfer ^ , is 
4 ; And this taken a fecond time,is another 4 The lefler leg. 
merit (not ~ , but) 75, or multiplied into it felf, is 

(not 
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(not but) 4 -: Ail which added together make not 200-^, 

but 196 + 4 +4 +~ =) 204^, which is juft the fame with 147^ 
multiplied into it lelf. So that,had he known how to multiply 
a number into a number, efpecially when incumbred with fra - 
dfions (which it is manifeft he doth not,) he would have found 
no difagreemeat between the Arithmetical calculation, and what 
he calls the Geometrical. But I am alhamed (for him) that fo 
great a pretender to fuch high things in Geometry, (liould be 
fomiferably ignorant of the common operations of practical 
Arithmetic^ 

His repeated Quadrature he now exprefleth thus, The Rat 
dius of a Circle is a mean Proportional betweentbe Arc of a Quadrant 
and two fifths of the fame. -But inftead of two fifths, he might as 
well have faid the half, or tenth} or hundredth part 3 &cc 5 or (taking 
T in DC produced beyond C,) the double,decuple^centuple^c, or 
what you pleafe: For his Demonftration would have proved it, 
which is this, Defcribea Square ABC D,and in it a Quadrant DC A. 
In tbefide DC [ continued if need be,) take DTtwo fifths of DC, (or 
its Half,Double,Hundredth part, or what you pleafe $) and be - 
tween DC and DT a mean proportional DR s and defcribethe Qua: 
dr ant al Arcs TfSfTV. lfaypthe Arc RS is equal to thefir eight line 
DC. For feeingthe proportion of DC to DT is duplicate of theprop or~ 
tion of DC to DR, it will be alfe duplicate of the Proportion of the Arc 
CA to the Arc RS,andlikemJe duplicate of the Proportion of the Arc 
RS to the Arc TV. Suppofe fome other Arc, Itfs or greater than the 
Arc RS,to be equal to DC,eis for example rs i Then theproprrtion of the 
Arc rs to the freight line DT will be duplicate of the proportion of RS 
to TV, or DR to DT } which is abfurd ;. becaufe Dx is by conflruclion 
greater or lefs than DR, Theref ore the Arc RS is equal to the fide 
DC j which was to be demonflrated. W hich demonftration there¬ 
fore proving indifferently every proportion, doth net indeed 
prove any ♦ In brief: The force of his Demonftration is but this, 
DT being to DC as 2 to 5 (or in any other proportion) and DR a 
mean proportional between them ; RS will be fo between TV and CA i 
and therefore rs (greater or left than RSfjroill not be a mean proporti¬ 
onal between TV andcA : which is true ; but why it may not be equal 
to DC,v/e have nothing but his word for it } there being nothing 
to fheWjthat DC is equal to fuch a mean proportional. Again ; though 
rs be not a mean proportional between TV andCA, yet it may 
be between tv and CA, which ferves his Demonftration as wef 5 

O 00 2 which 



C 2250 ) 

which is indifferent to any three continual proportionals,as was 
fhevved before.So that now we have had three Demonftrations 
of this Quadrature,(in his Rofetum i in his firji paper, and in his 
third, ) and this common fault in all of them, that they equally 
prove the proportion by him propofed, or any other what you 
pleafe. But fuch his Demonftrations ufe to be. THs.e. 

And this is what I thought fit to fay to Mr, Hob s'i Fm> Papers 
(rather to fatisfie the importunity of others, than becaufe 1 
thought them worth Anfwering:) And fubmit the whole,with 
all Refpedts, to the Royal Society , to whom Mr. Hobs makes his 
Appeal. 

His Fourth Paper ' y 


T T THich came out fince the Three former were anfwer’d, 
W (containing fome faint endeavors to re-affert fomc 
things in them,) is but meer Trifling, or worfe than fo. 

What he would therein infinuate concerning God (that we 
may as well prove Him to have had a Beginning, as that the 
World had) fmells too rank of Mr .Hobs, We are not to meafure 
Gods Permanent Duration of Eternity, by our fuccrffive Dura¬ 
tion of Time :'Nor,his hmrtVbiquity^y Corporeal Extenfion. 

What in it concerns Mathematicks, ( whether his own or o- 
thers,)is fo weak and trivial,(and faid only,that he may feem to 
fay fomething.though nothing to the purple,) that I fha-11 truft 
it with thofe to whom he makes his appeal, without thinking it 
to need any Reply; The view of what he writeth againft, being 
a fufficient Acfwer to all he faith. 


Hero Observations of Spots in the Sun; made at the Royal Academy 
e/Paris,^e i\,i2andi$tk e/Auguft 1671 ; andEngbjhtout of 
the French ^asfoil ores. 


T is now about twenty * years fince, that Aftronomers have 

not feen any cor.fiderabie Spots- in 
the Sun,though before that time, 
fince the Invent on of Telefcopes, 
they have from time to time ob- 
ferved them.The Sun appeared all 
that while with an entire bright- 
nefs,ind Signor Cajftni faw him fo 


* See NurTjL-74.p. 221 6 > whence 
it will appear . that fame fitch Slots 
were fee ?1 here in London, 

AndMonf Picard affirm'd to V,\. 

Fogelius at Hamburg, that he had 
feen in October 165 i. witnefs 
the faid Doftor’s twn Letter , writ¬ 
ten to the /uhlf ler Auguft Ut' n L'Jl* 
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